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PROSPECTS FOR SIGNIFICANT THEORETICAL ADVANCE TN . .- IJATION:

THE ROLE OF THE INTERESTTNG QUE~T. :i

Dermis S, Gou-'.2a

Indiana Univer:z. :y

For many years, 1if not fqr the duration o its e: cr 2, .2 field of
Speech.Communi.caticn has béen concerned with the mezt 3£ -  :st to advance
the knowledge im which its‘representatives are oétens‘hly izter: sted, Wheréas
much of the concern about the questioﬁ‘haS<focused on “ntl Zyirg concepts

h

that would give the discipline distinctiveness, theor<i,z&! s0¢ :ions that are

most promising, énd"methodological perspectivesg thar ;¢ ..: .«fengible for
conducting-résearcﬁ; more recent pursuit of the issu. = - ¢x entail an es~
sentially epistemologicalﬂflavor. In other words, d- s become increasingly
centered oﬁ the fundamentéltquestion of how we know, “* 1> more accurately, .
which vi%w of how we know is the one to which scholar; . . :2 subscribe.

To #ome extent, the igsue appearé to be misplac:- >T1°2r respects, how- .

H

ever, ig has significance for how the field wiil dev - My own view is that
althougﬁ the question is important, it may be that « becoming so occupied
with ep;stemoloéical matters that we will lose sight .2t it is that we want
to kno%. The real source of progress in azy discipi: - ; not essentially epis-
'temoloéical. Rather, as I contend and shall try to .= atrate, it is the
interé%ting question, Befofe I can develes this the  _: .owever, it seems neces-

! . , :
sary ﬁo explore the implications of the espistemological ispute for the advance

of inquiry into communication phendomena, This explocatior, I would hope, will

N

rcveal more clearly the rationale for my demnial of the pr:vosition that the

QO



>f knowledge is epistémological and the feeling that the question of how
wmwi has been over -mphasized,

7o acknowledge th: disagr:zeme T : responses to the question of how we knc .
nore ;r‘less to diviﬂé peorie cuac: - .d into tvo classes: those who believe
: digcoverable objéc:ive realit: z=: osthers -~z2 deny the possibility. Reali
- lazter gréup enpeacr to believe {: sut' . . :ly experienced and/or created

= it is unknowabl: in the seme: z :t arn . =zctivist position suggests, As

e 2x2mines the argume its in support of esc’ :zzition, his or her impulse is

rz2p shifting allegiznces becauss iroin 1 <e :.2nse at some levels of thought
: iittle sense at others. Both schools. ore-ver, at timesappear o make
vvatradictory claims anc are forced to m::izreat :lmost paradoxically to one an-

1]

Having made these obgervations, le: me be somewhat more specific in charac-
AN

rizing the objectivist and ab jectivic . view of how we know. T shall begin wit

c.aer's premises to finc validity in th=Zx ownm.

2 objectivist position. The presumption of :his'perséective on knowing 1is
--rhaps best articulated in tﬂe foll-wing remarks by C. I. Lewis:
Unlessithe content of knowledge ‘3 recognized tovhaQe a condition indepen-
dent of the mind, .the peculiar -~.gnlficance of knowledge 1s likely to be
lost. -For the purpdée of knowl=-ze isg to be trﬁe to something which is
beyond it. 1Its intent is to be zoverned and di;tated to in certain re-
spects., It is a real acf with - -eal purpose beéause it seeks Qbmething
it knows it may miss. If knowle: = had no condition independent of the
knowing act, Qould this be so?1 '
Stating a presumption, unfortunate -, is not a demonstration of how the-
ideel it embodiés can be realized, Peiz:z has spoken more directlf to the issue
in staéing that, '"Different mindg may sz out with the most antagonistic views,

but the progress of investigation carriss them by a force outside of themselves

to one and the same conclusion." Moreovar, 'the opinion which is fated to be



\

ultimezz. - agreed to by all sho investigate i: -at wwe mean by th= ‘truth, and .

Tt

the ob -~z represented in #r 2 opinion ig the vz:

It 3 interesting thzt ?eirce, who ig cle- - .dentified wi 1 objectiwvist
thinki- -spoused a des:—~izzion of reality tha: __ remarkably g.nilar to Habermas'
consen:z. . ‘heory of trut that is the notion ¢ truth is *the :deal permanent
conser . [’ scientisfs <. the limit of their m ::d of testing ~-d self-cc-rec-
"tL;n" &r- tr..o reality i: Uthe totality of posciile trus 3ﬁac€mf;:s."3 In

. Peirce’: wi. howévet, such statements still c:trasponi te some:=ing “out thefé;"
A§ he gz -~ ", ;_it is neceasary that & mezih.d should bé fom==d by whiech

our bel ef mzy be determined by nothing humsn bi: by gsome exter—al permanancy

« ¢+ o Therc are real ﬂhings, whose characters are entirely in “pendent of our
opinions = - - them," . o 5.
In s of the intuitive appeal thatthe objectivist positiosn, as portrayed
-

by Pelrcs 2¢ others of his leaning, has, the problem of'Eﬁéﬁin; when one has
dfscerr& “he truth and what is réal rémains unsolved and seem=ngly a ldgicala
imposgsik: '.:y.S Invoking such notions as "successive approxima:ions of the-
truth," ciuating empiricism with kpowledge, or developing the essentials of the
so-calle. sciéﬁtific method, moreover, do little to create grounds for belithng
that the problem will ever be.solved. The fi;st.téctic'séema tn» beg. the question
and the latter two to avoid it, Co «

In the final analysis, perhaps the Best'that can be said of the objectivist
viev of knowing ﬁnd,the forms of inquiry to which it has ied is that it has con-.
tributed to our ability to make better predictions about many aspécts of our
physic&l and social environment, This is no small achievement, To the extght

that we value such accomplishmenta, the objectivist contribution has been meaning-

ful, its failure to iive up to the ideal notwithstanding., As Scheffler has ob-

served, "Science, generally, prospers not through seeking impossible guarantees,

but through striving to aystematize credibly a continuously expanding experﬁence."6

g
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The limitations of the objectivist assumptions concerning the nature of rea-
lity and the discoverability of t——th, on first thought, would seem to favor the
sub jectivist positiqg. Indeed, tiz= burgeoning of essays on phenomenological ap-
proaches to the study of coymuniéa:icn as well as other subjects and the continual

sounding of the death knell for er—ziricist and positivist thinking by subjectivist

critics conveys precisely such an -—ression. From “:2 point of view of those
who missed their fumetal or who, :- -in's words, regard the announcement of
their death as "greatly exdggerats. ' however, proponents of fhelsubjectivist

view would do Qéll to examihe the lcgical foundatiops of their own conception of
reality and truth, .

If one subscribes to the nc .o- that reality ‘s merely a social construction
and truth its subjectiﬁe manifes :ation, it seems e- if h% or she ;s.paradoxically
making an objective claim, bAre 72 to presume, the:efore; that the subjectivist
.positio admits ofrone bit of ot jective, knowable reality? If so, then its
concept 92_2£/rea13ty and truth is izconsistent ir the denial of the very pre-
mise on which its credibility rests. If there is one objective claim that we
can accept Sy somehow knowing that it is trus. “hen wﬁy not two, three, and so
on? If the propénen;s of the sub jectivigt view do not admit of the exception
.&escribed, then on what basis 1s there any reason to believe it--the subjectivist‘
’ Qiew, that 18? It is beyond demonstration.

The problgm here~is analogous to holding that for every ;ule there is an
excéption. If that be the cage, then presumably there is an exception to the
rule that every rule has an exception, which seems to imply that what is the case
cannot bevtne case.7 And who among us would want to admit that he/she harbors
such an inconsistent logital possibility?

_Another difficulty gssoc}ated witﬁ the suﬁjec£ivist‘§iew--more particulérly
-in its proponents' critique of objectivism--lies in the apparent aséumptlon thet

1f the indictments against objectivist thinking are waxranted, the appropriate-

[
i
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288 of the competing view is ipso facto established, Locating the weaknesses
. one viéw does not automatically imply thé acceptability of the other althdugh
may admittedly enhance its credibility, The point is that the iunability to
-vise a means of discovering objective reality does not constitute conclus{ve
=vidence of its nén;existence. In this sense,fzhe_subjectivist view Ofvrealify
-2aves us no better off than the objectiQist view,

The fact that both the,objectivist and subjectivist suffer from problems
of logical consistenéy 1s not a cause for great alarm, Both have been of value
in promoting the kind of dialogue théf pirovides us with a better undergtanding
of the assumptions to which particular wayé éf investigating questions of interest
commit us, | )

In addition, regearcﬁ generated from both.perspectivfs is amenable fo assess-
ment in relation to what Hesse calls '"the pragmatic criterion'; that is the ex-
tent to which various sorts of occurrences can be successfully predicted under’

a set of épecified conditions.8 -Tﬁé'instrumental value of iﬁquiry; wﬁen con«
sidered from this frame of reference, favors neither pqsition.

Finally, the competing perspectives can promotéba'mutuality that may ultimate-
1y_iqcrease our success in meeting the_pragmatic criterion, I am gssuming'here,
of course, that part of the concern among those caught'up in the epistemological
dispute reiatesito research pracfices as\ﬁell as to the nature of the élaims to
which inquiry leads. If we are concerned only about what kind of truth it is
that knowledgé claims represent, the kind of mutuaiity about which I am speaking
is irrele;anf.* My feeling, however, is thag-moét of those who have addressed
the issue are indeed concerned.with the implications that oﬁjectivist and subjec-
tivist assumptions h?ve for the practice of'inquiry even if the concern is»not
always evident in th studies presumably generated from each pérspective: Other-

wige, I can conceive Jof no usefulbreason for peopleiotHEr than philosoghers of

“science even dealing with the subject of epistemological issues.

T
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As an example of the way in which oné perspective‘can be useful to researchers
conhucting investigations from the other, consider the following hypothetical
casé. Assume that an investigator has réason to suspect that a specified message
broberty has behavioral coﬁsequences‘for those to whom a given message is ad-
dreésed. From a purely objectivist point of view, nothing more than a logically
andltheoretically défensible reason wouldlpe necessary to Qarrant the hypothesis,
Now suppose that the anticipated finding ,when the hypothesis is .subjected to
rigorous experimenfal test does not surface, ?he investigator might beégin to s
search for possible reasons consistent with general objectivist notions, He or
she could surmise that the theory is in error, the independent variablg:was no;
effectively controlled, the measuring instruments were insensitive, and the 1like,
The investigator in the example might be cqrrect in}gssuming that any or
all of the explanations considered contributed to his or her failure to confirm
‘the hypothesis, Qn’the dthér‘hand,.the difficulty migHt be that the stimulus
property of interest, bercep;;ally speaking, was not received or inté;pret@d in
the manner necegsary fof thélsuspected consequence to occur., This exslnnétion /
is ﬁore consistent with genera) subjéctivist thinking; Were Qﬁr objectivist-minded
researcher to give it’serious consideration, it might lead him or‘her to the
realization that another, perhaps better, test of the hypothesis is possible.
Reversing the coin, we can conceive of the sort of situation in which a
'subjectively oriented researcher generates a prediction about messaée effects on
the basis of what communication targets believe or feel influences them\only
later to discover that the prediction based on such information fails, From an
.objecﬁivist point of viéw, one'might argue tﬂat it is not neéessarily what people
think iyfluences thgm that necessarily does. I recall a graduaté student of my
#cquaintance once telling me that his bélief§ could not be conditioned because -
God has given us free will. The agsertion strikes one asbthe;direct result of //

/

the very process it seeks to deny.. The point of this example. is to_5uggest/yﬁat

" | | 8




an expectation derived from 2 subjectivist perspective can and often probably
should lead one to consider possibilities more consistent with an objectivist
view becauseﬁthe individuaifs phenomenal world is not always reliably or easily
accessible, This, of course, was amijor factor in the move away from the intro-
spectionist school of psychology in the nineteenth century and the subsequent
development of behaviorism with its strong objectivist leanings.

I have gone on at some length discussing objectivist and subjectivist viey-
. points without as yet developing my thesis, As I intimated earlier, however,
my reason for doing so was to try to establish that adnances in communication
inquiry are not contingent on a final resolution of the objectivist/subjecti-
- vist dispute inasmuch as both have logical pxoblems that .render neither superior
to the other, From the preceding discussion I trust that the basis for the
assertion s now clear, In addition I would hope that it is clear that 1nqully‘
generated from both persPectives can be asgsessed in terms of its instrumental
value equally well by means of the prgmatic criterion, Einally, each perspective
has potentially useful and explanatory value in accounting for the failure of
research generated from the other to provide confirmation of hypothesized_rela-
tionships among variables in which investigators are interested..

The view I am promoting may suggest a kind of philosoohical ecclecticism
that epistemological purists will find abhorrent; however, I am not convinced,

l .

at least for the moment, that the interests of communication inquiry can best be
sexrved in any other way. Nor am I convinced that"a‘preocCupation with philo-
sophical presupoositions about ultimate questions of knowxng is ESPEClally de-
sxrable Although it is surely reasonsble to expect practiciag theorists and re-
searchers to understand-something of.the epistenological agssumptions on which
their claims to knowledge rést, expecting them to achieve complete closure con-

cerning the validity of such assumptions is not, Despite the ertificiaiity of

the boundaries and the ease with which they are violated, it is nevertheless use-



ful”to bear in mind that reseéréhers and theorists function principally in the
"context of discovery" and not in the "context of justification;"9 The‘extgnt to
which we need to be concerned with epistemologi;al‘issues is suggested by that
distinctibn.

However valuable it may be for one to understandlthe limitations that one's
epistemological frame of reference imposes on inquiry and on judging what its’
results reveal, he or she must also remember that it is not this frame of re-'
ference which initially, or‘et . ultimately, is the source of advances and altera-
tions in our understanding of the environment in whiqh-we regide, “Tolaccept such
a posaiblﬁty would be to assume a logic of discovery that as far as anyone can‘
tell does‘not and will never e#ist. To what, then, can one attribute progress
in knowledge? An examination of the history if scientif%g achievement would

seem to suggest the primacy of the interesting question,

In the remalnder of this essay, I do not/intend to attempt a 1istipg of the
interesting questions on which communication scholars should be focusing, First,
I cannot be confident of what they are, Such questions seem to arise in conjunc-
tion with certain situational factors that may. be subject to gudden and radical
change, They are, moreover, frequently encountered quite by accident, Finally,
simply developing a 1list of what I find to be interesting would have little value

‘ . .
in supporting the theasis. What I rather seek to 46, with the aid of some his-
torical examples, is to demonstrate--albeit in limited fashion--the role that the

N

interesting question has played in contributing to advances in knowledge Let
/

1

me first define my terms, however,

An interastiug question, as I am using the expression, is one for which the

answer promises to have significant impact on what we comsider or .nderstand to
be the way in which particular sets of phenomena are related, Ordinariiy, this

. . . . \ M ! .
would imply a fundamental alteration in commonly accepted views, of particular re-

|
lationships, The answers to interesting questions, of course, ﬁ( not always



have such impact. The question is considered interesting, however, hecause it
potentially has the consequence of leading to some new level of undertanding. The

conception that I am trying to verbalize here may come into sharper focus if one

first considers the dist*uction between scientific inquiry as often porLrayed

!
/

and as usually practiced,
Ravetz sets the tone for examining the difference between science %n pripci-

ple and science in practice in the following observation: ' o

/

The question 'What is Science?' supplies the title or the sub ject matter of
many books on the 'philosophy of ecience'; In them, the question usually
takes the fcrm, '"What sort of truth!|is embodied in completed scientific
knowledge?' IdeesideveIOped in the course of an atté;pt to'answer such a
question will not be well suited for\dEScribing sci%nce as a human activity, .

always changing and never perfect, Treatises on 'Scientific Method' writ-
. '\ . .

ten within such a framework of ideas seem to have little relaticn‘to the

: ; / } ‘ ‘
real work of discovering new knowledge 'and are -frequently scornLd by prac=-

. 10
ticing scientists who have become amateur philosophers of science.

What scientists really do was the subject of an exhaustive examination of
scientific thought on the nature of the universe from the Ionian period through
the age of Isaac Newton by Arthur Koestler, On the .basis of his stcdy, Koestler
has agserted that: : §

.The progress of Science is generally regarded.as a kind of clean, rational

|

advance along a straight ascending line; in fact it:has followed a zlg-zag

course, at times almoet more bewiidering than the evolution of political

thought, The history of cosmic theories in particular, may without exag-
geration be called a history of collective obsessrons and controlled

\

echizophrenias; and the manner in which some of the most_impottant indi-

vidual discoveries were arrived at reminds one more\of a sleepwalker 8
11

performance than an electronic brain's, \

\
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One need not be encharted by Koestler's rhetorical excesses to appreciate
his point. That is, the 1zdlity of scientlfic achievemeqt is not particularly,

if at all, consistent with ldealized descriptions of it., There are many cases

that lend credence to his thesis, What seems to be crucial to the creative pro-

cesa, then, is a natural curiosity and imaginative outlook that 1eads one to
i
formulate and pursue interesting questions. As Koestler puts it, discove.y is
often & result of the 'capacity of perceiving a familiar object, situacion, prob-
lem, or collection of data, in a sudden new light or new\._context."12
i

A , :
While this view certainly does not preclude all elemcnts of rationality

from scientific inquiry, neirhfr is it ‘consistent with the more popular notion

that scientific progress is governed by some clearly defined well understood

and generally practiced rational'process. But even if 1t were the fact remains

that the inquirer must still generate questions, If thegjuestions are without

the potential for creating new levels of awareness and/understanding, there is

-very little that any method,; however rationally conceived, can do to produce

such an outcome, Let us now examine some of the casec in which the role of the --

interesting question so conceived has led to important and useful discoveries.IJ

During the nineteenth century, cholera was a.dread disease in urban centers
\ ;

' ‘\
throughout the world,- In spite of the number of theories in evidence, the spread

\, \
\ A

of the disease was not“well understood. As a result, little could be done to
control it during period;\in which it reached epidenic proSbrtions. dot until
an Englisn pnysician by the'name of John Snow began to pnnder the question of
what factors distinguished those who contract* chclera from those uho did not
was an effective solution eventually forthcoml;g.

Such data as tlie fact that doctors who treated cholera victims were r21&t1VeT
ly free of the disease Snow found to be disturbing. Noting the broad range of H
possibilities that accounted for the differences, he wasg eventually able to pin-

point the water supply of London and the different sources of drinking water



11 -

to which the two populations had access as the critical uariables. Greater
volumes of the bacteria causing choler: were present in the water supply of those
usually lower class people who inhabited the overcrowded urban center,

Since the germ theory of disease was not widely accepted, or in some cases
even known, at the time, others attributed the source and spread of cholera to
the personal characteristics‘of its victims, By asking a question rather than
presuming the efticacy of existing explanations Snow was able to advance know-

4

ledge not only in a meaningful way but. one that also provided the basis for
13
treatment of a heretofore insoluable medical problem.

Another, perhaps more well Enown; example that we can consider is the dis-
covery of penicillin. Usuallyxportrayed as an instance of the\role.of chance in
"scientific research, the story is somewhat more involvedii Although it is true
that the_stimulusifor Aiexander'Fleming'siwork on penicillin was the result of
a chance observation; the occurrence led to a question that‘others making the
same observation had failed to raise, As Beveridge relates the incident

Fleming was working with some p1ate cu1tures of staphylococci which he had

occasion to open several times and as often happens in_such circumstances,i

they became contaminated.. He noticed‘that\the colonies of staphylococci
around.one particular colon& died. Many bacterfologists would not have
thought this particularly remarkable for it has long been known that some
bacteria interfere with the growth of others.14
Fleming had asked a simple but nonetheless interesting question and 1n.so doing
eventually made an important contribution to the subsequent deve10pment of anti-

biotics,

A third illustration of the role of the interesting question can be found

~
~

in the annals of chemistry. Until late in the nineteenth century, atomic theory
. S ! .
|

permitted the prediction of chemical facts only in respect toinorganic sub-

stances, The structure of ‘organic compounds was not well und%rstood. Ks\Goldstein
. . \\
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and Coldstein point out "A surprisingly large number of different compounds had
bee-. discovered, and in them'tt\seened that any numbers (sic) of different kinds
of ntoms could be present."15 Not until Friedrich Kekulé raised the ques: on of
how carbon atoms might be arranged in‘forming mol2cules with other elements was
the problem solved and the major advance of organic chemistry made possible.16

The discovery of -carbon chains reportedly came to Kekule in a dream, which
‘perhaps qualifjes it as one of the clearest and most literal examples of Koestler's
sleepwalker thesis.17 Whether the absence of Kekulé's nap would have precluded
the discovery, of course, one cannot say, ‘It aeems safe to conclude, however,
that had he not raised the question and been pondering it prior to.the moment of‘
insight, the challenge to the validity of\atomic theory posed by organic com-.
pounds‘might well have remained unresolved for somefgimelto come, |

Still another example,of the role of the intereeting question in scientificb
research is'reflected in the work of Claude Bernard. 'Before the time of Bernard,
it was commonly understood anong scientlsts that animals had to ohtain carbo-
hydrates, fats,. and proteins from plants In agking the question of how‘sugar
is metaholized,_however, Bernard happened upon the:diacovery"that the body pro-
duces its own sugar from.aubstances'that have no sugar cont?nt,18- Although ;hé-"
original question was not aimed'at the discovery to nhich it\led; the fact that
Bernard pursued a question for which the~answerlwou1d shed new light .on body |
chemistry enabled him to make the kind of serendipitous finding that has even
greater significance thqn the information initially sougrt
A As a final extendel illustration of my thesis, I have chosen the case of

/ ' . ;
,Darwin's work on evolution. Prior to the publicaGion of The Origin of the Species

in 1859 the prevailing view wa: that the Species were independently created--
a conception that permitted a certain degree of compatibility with some of the
1dominant theological “views of the day., Darwin was to have a profound effect_on

this relationship by radically altering conceptions of how we.came to be,

A
[
[FaN
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How c—he theory of evolution developed is a subject possibly best described
by Darwin himself, For this reason, I have quoted at some length from the intro-
duction o his famous work:

. Wh-n on board H.M.S, 'Beagle,’ as naturalist, I was much struck with certain

\
facts in the distribution of organic beiags inhabiting South America, and

in the geological relations of the present to “‘the past inhabitants of that
continent. These facts , ., ,~seemed to throw some light on the origin of
the species-~that mystery of mysteries, as it has been called by one of our
greatest philosophers, On my r;turn.home, it occurred to me in 1837, that
something might be made out of this question by patiently accumulating and
reflecting on all sorts of facts which'oould _possibly have any bearing on
.it:. After five years work I allowed myself to speﬁulate on the subject
and drew. up some _short notes; these I enlarged in 1844 into a sketch- of the
'ccnclusionsg which-thenfseemed to me to. he.possible- from that period to
~the present day I have steadily pursued the same object I hope that T may
‘ be excused from entering on these personal details as I have.given'then?
19

to show that I have not been hasty in coming to a decision,

.'What is most clear from thls bit of self- reflection is that a disturbing but’

‘,nevertheless interesting question suggested by facts that would not square with
: existing notions took Darwin on an extended intellectual journey to what has since

become. a dominant.theoretical position’in'the biological sciences.. It further

demonstrates tha if a question ia sufficiently interesting, it can occupy one
for an extended period of - time. In this particular case,vthe persistence appears -
to have’been well worth,diSplaying.

One could continue listing example after example, such as Jenner's work on. /

~the treatment of small pox, Harvey s ach1evements in convincing a naive medical

. community . that blood circulates, Pasteur's contributions to the germ theory of

digease, Lister's cultivation<andfpropagation of antiseptic practices, Salk's

15
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contribution to the development of polio vacine, and, of course, Einstein's re-
volutionary reconceptualization of the nature of the universe andvthe relation-
ship of matter to energy., As with the preceding exampleg, in each of these cases
the genesis of.gains in our understanding was a natural but disciplined curt-
’osity that stimulated interesting\questions.

- Cases of the kind I have been discussing hold some valuable lessons for the
advancement of communicationvas a4field‘pf study. The most important of these
is that we are probably better off in the long run continuing to direct our
‘scholarly energies toward discovery rather-than justification., As I mentioned
at the outset, there is the very'real possibility of our becoming -0 excessively

”concerned about the nature of inquiry and what is the right perspective from which
to conduct 1t that we shall lose sight of th: reasons fof being involved in it
in the first place. The consf aining influence of such concerns, moreover, canl
‘serve only to perpetuate thQ sort of safe investigation of trivial—problems and )
obvious relationships about.which some critics already so- vehemently complain.20
In other worda iwe may pass over. interesting and potentially important questions
\' lby being too sensitive to the limitations on inquiry lmpliCit in different per-
spectives on the isaue of knowing. In a field not: presently recognized for the
boldness of its generalizations, this type of conservatism could vork to our
‘disadvantage. ” | ’ |
élthough one need'not envisionlachievements on quite as grand~a scale as

those chronicled in this easay; insofar ast‘ad capable“of judging, there 1is /

nothing about communication per se that . renders 1t less amenable to major dis~ f

s

.covery “than any other subject of interest., In fact because the phenomenon ofV
- | ]

communication is so pervasive, what we:would like to know about it may be more/
easily accessible than relationships of'interest to the representativea of otper
disciplines. In this sense, I would argue that the prospects for significant

!
‘ theoretical advancea are very good., :




Jerome-Ravetz has bbserved that:

To be in?olVéd in a field just entering maturity is the most rewarding
career for a séientlst; for then one can make the greatest achievements at
relatively little risk. But estimating the points of fransition between
phages is a very difficult task; a field or area of science which is ap~
proaching senegcence is a drefry place; ard immature fields with the hope
of imminent maturation are, with all of their attendant harzards, the place
where the greatest challenge'is found.21

~That .challenge, it seems to me, can only be met, however, if we seize upon the

opportunities that our lack of maturity has prqvided to raise and pursue the

interesting question.

NS
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